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DETAILED ACTION 

A. This action is in response to the following communications: Request for 
Continued Examination filed 12/07/2007. This action is made Non-Final. 

B. Claims 1-11 remains pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since 
this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee 
set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office 
action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/07/2007 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the 
subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions 
covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised 
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of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in 
order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

4. Claims 1 ,3-5 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Foster (US RE39.059), herein referred to as "Foster" in view of Taira 
et al (US 2003/01 13096), herein referred to as "Taira". 

As to independent claim 1 , Foster teaches an electronic device 
(fig. 1, label 200) comprising: 

a display portion (fig. 1 , label 221) which displays in a hierarchical order a plurality of 
menus formed in a hierarchical structure (fig. 7, label 710; col. 10, lines 24-28); 
a menu-display selecting portion which selects a target menu (fig. 1, label 223; fig. 7, 
label 723; label 722, soft keys; col. 10, lines 17-19) to be displayed on said display 
portion (fig. 1, label 221); an execution instructing portion which instructs to execute a 
target menu (fig. 1 1 , label 1 1 62; col. 1 1 , 48-51 ) being displayed on said display portion 
(fig. 1, label 221); a setting portion which sets the target menu being displayed (fig. 9, 
label 941; col. 10, label 59-64) on said display portion as a direct execution menu (fig. 
1 1 , label 1 1 62; col. 1 1 , lines 43-51 ; fig. 9, label 941 ; col. 1 0, label 59-64;, that "dad" was 
created by using the add screen command at label 941); and one or more direct- 
execution instructing portion which instructs the electronic device to directly execute the 
target menu that is set as the direct execution menu (fig. 11, label 1162; col. 11, 48-51; 
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that "dad" in figure 1 1 , label 1 162 is direct-execution that executes a target from the 
menu). Foster is not clear on pressing the setting portion and the direct-execution 
instructing portion simultaneously, even though there is little evidence provided in figure 
12, however in the same field of endeavor Taira teaches pressing two keys on a remote 
control to perform a function (par.362 and figure 48). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the setting portion and the 
direct-execution portion of Foster to be pressed simultaneously to produce a desired 
function as taught by Taira. Using the known technique of simultaneously pressing two 
portions to activate a desired function of Foster would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill. 

As to dependent claim 3, Foster further teaches an arbitrary target menu at an 
arbitrary hierarchical level from among the plurality of menus can be set as the direct 
execution menu (fig. 1 1 , col. 1 1 , lines 30-51 ). 

As to dependent claim 4 , Foster further teaches one or more of the direct" 
execution menu (fig. 1 1 , label 1 1 66) can be respectively assigned to each of the one or 
more direct-execution instructing portion (fig. 9, label 941; col. 10, label 59-64; fig. 11, 
col. 11, lines 30-51). 
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As to dependent claim 5, Foster further teaches the direct-execution menu can be 
directly executed (fig. 1 1 , label 1 1 62; col. 1 1 , 48-51 ). 

As to dependent claim 9 , Foster further teaches the setting portion sets the target 
menu (fig. 9, label 941 ; col. 10, label 59-64) as the direct execution menu so as to 
correspond to the direct-execution instructing portion (fig. 11, label 1162; col. 11, lines 
43-51; fig. 9, label 941; col. 10, label 59-64, that "dad" was created by using the add 
screen command at label 941); and when the direct-execution instructing portion 
instructs the electronic device, the target menu corresponding to the direct-execution 
instruction portion is executed (fig. 1 1 .label 1 162; col. 1 1 , 48-51 , that "dad" in figure 1 1 , 
label 1 162 is direct-execution that executes a target from the menu). 

As to dependent claim 10, Foster further teaches the direct-execution instructing 

portion instructs the electronic device in a state that the display portion displays an initial 
state of the plurality of menus (fig. 1 1 , label 1 1 66; col. 11, lines 30-33, that "dad" is the 
original display). 

As to dependent claim 1 1 , Foster further teaches the target menu set as the direct 
execution menu is arranged at a position lower than highest-level menus of the plurality 
of menus (fig. 1 1 , col. 1 1 , lines 30-51 ). 
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5. Claims 2 and 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Foster in view of Taira in further view of De Vito et al (US Patent 6,452,616), 
hereinafter "De Vito". 

As to dependent claim 2, Foster does not teach a setting change protecting portion 
which regulates a change of a setting of the direct execution menu by a password. 
However, De Vito teaches a setting change protecting portion which regulates a change 
of a setting of the direct execution menu by a password (col. 7, lines 30-32, is the 
parental control password that allows or forbids the access to menu items). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Foster by a setting change protecting portion which 
regulates a change of a setting of the direct execution menu by a password as taught by 
De Vito in order to provide protection to menu items and allow only authorized users to 
modify the target menu items. 

As to dependent claim 7, Foster does not teach the setting portion set the password 
inputted by the setting change protecting portion. 

However, De Vito teaches the setting portion set the password inputted by the setting 
change protecting portion (col. 7, lines 30-32, 52-54, is the child 10ck password that is 
set be a person with a parental control password that allows or forbids the access to 
menu items). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to modify Foster by having the setting portion set the 

password inputted by the setting change protecting portion as taught by De Vito in order 

to provide protection to menu items and allow only authorized users to modify the target 

menu items or not allow access to a specify direct-execution menu. 

As to dependent claim 8: Foster does not teach the setting of the direct execution menu 

cannot be changed unless the password is inputted. 

However, De Vito teaches the setting of the direct execution menu cannot be changed 
unless the password is inputted (col. 7, lines 30-32, 52-54, is the child lock password 
that is set be a person with a parental control password that allows or forbids the access 
to menu items). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Foster by having the setting Of the direct • execution 
menu cannot be changed unless the password is inputted as taught by De Vito in order 
to provide protection to menu items and allow only authorized users to modify the target 
menu items or not allow access to a specify direct-execution menu. 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Foster 
in view of Taira in further view of Creamer et al. (US Patent 6,930,709), hereinafter 
"Creamer". 
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As to dependent claim 6, Foster does not teach the electronic device is a closed circuit 
television. 

However, Creamer teaches the electronic device is a closed circuit television (col. 5, 
lines 20-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Foster by having the electronic device is a 
closed circuit television as taught by De Vito in order to provide the electronic portion in 
a closed CCTV system to allow limited access to the electronic device by a group of 
users. 



(Note I) It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art references and 

any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it 
contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In 
re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33, 216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 
USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-1 1 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Inquires 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas Augustine whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1056. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday: 7:30- 5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Nicholas Augustine/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2179 
March 1 , 2008 



/Ba Huynh/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



